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DAY CARE LICENSING: THE ERODING REGULATIONS . -

Earline D. Kendall and Lewis H. Walker v
Peabody College of Vanderbilt University
. .

+

ABSTRACT: Day care licensing regulations are being eroded. ‘State
. regulations are changing as the staff who oversee licensing at .the state

and local levels are cut and/or given responsibilities in addition to
licensing. Nearly half the . states are considering registration, of day care
homes. .As part of Child Watch: Looking Out For America's Children,
current licensing standards were examined and licensing offices of all

" states were queried concerning changes since 1980. The.responses of 49

licensing offices are summarized. Professiqnal assessment, as proposed by
the National Association for the Education of Young Children, is suggested’
as an addition to licen7ing-or registration. .
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DAY CARE LICENSING: THE ERODING- REGULATIONS

A current, growlng’concern'ln the field of child care is the relation=

ship between deregula%ion, licensing, reglstratlon, and voluntary assess-
ment of day care programs. Deregulation’as used ln this repOrt indicates

polncy changes and agency interpretations of policy which bring about

.

diminution of day care regulatlon at the federal, state, and local levels.
Licensing is the primary means of regulation currently operating and is

controlled by the states. Registration is a mechahism used by the states

”» ”

for voluntary listing of family day homes. Assessment by professional

.

.groups prow/des programs with recognition for meeting standards beyond

»

those required.by licensing.

Pistinctions between licensing, registration, and éﬁofesslopal asse554

ment are presented here to .evaluate options that vardods states are con-
snderlng as effects of_deregulatnon become apparent. First, we provlde a
brief overview of the purpose of regulation and its histér]ca]
significance. Theﬁ, we examine, responses to qdestlonnalres byﬁ state
“icensing agehcies and delineate'the eonsequences of llcensind changes.

Finally, we suggest an addltlon to llcenslng. assessment by the profession

to recognlze programs thatsmore than meet licensing standards.

Historlcal Overvlew of Regulatlonv

anenslng of day care programs, for. the ‘most part, has served to

provide a safety level of prqtection for young chlldren while they were

l\Taor of quality" (p. 23) Llcenslng provided a means of “regulattng"

those programs that were,inspected for health and fire code comp]lance and
. ' T | ' '

\

1

away from their famllles. Morgan (1977) syggested that, licensing defined a

N~
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met a diffuse set of guidelines laid out by day care licensing agents of .
* :the‘varlous stated. Licensing regulations have usually beerf couched in

terms'of minimum, or least acceptable,” standards uéugl{y'réflectlngfaf

. . . . S 7 - . .
philosophy of preventing harm to children in day care, rather,thaﬁvprovid-

s
A,

ing exemplary care for childrén. L

. -~

While there has been a lack of consensus, and even.criticism, of

H
government policy regulating day care, even the hafshest critics agree that

~

“children's health and safety should be safeguarded by some public regula-
tor body" (Orton & Langham, 1980, p. 47). Beyond the issues of health and

' safety there is little conformity of content or formein states' delineation

»

"of day care stan@%rds, even though day care prafessronals readily acknow-

ledge that qayrcére involves much more than health and safety factors. All,

4
)

fifty states have day care licensing standards but states vary widely in
thgir levels of specifjcity and sophistication. An example of the wjde
variation in standards is the strict adherence to detailed sanitation
standards by'some states.whihé other states erely mentloﬁ that suff;clent
toilet and lavafb{y facilities shall be available.

In order to intsrﬁret meaningfully the results of the péesen; licehs-

ing survey an overview of the historical_deve]opmeﬁt of day care licensing

A .

is in Brder, The purposes and significance of day care licensing emerge

from even a cursory study of the &evelopmeﬁl of day;care regulation. The .
‘purQOSe tha;'r.gulatlpn served Is that of providing minimal safety, L “:}-

. : i -
standards in order to prevent harm to childreh who are cared for -in day

cér? s ngs. Compared to other éducational or social programs, regula- -

' \

_tfon e late to day care.

>

.
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The social and policy forces important to day care hiétor?cally'
& .include the importance of family privacy, rights of families related to
their children, and the welfare tradition of day care. By 1320, most

- states had’ some form of regulation for. institutions providing foster care

for children. Following World War 1, state standards governing Institu~
tional care of children were.eipanded or appended to include children in

day care. The effort to modify these standards was hurried, and often the"
. : )
result was less than ﬁgpropriaté for day care peeds (Class, 1980).

. . . . ) - ~

During the late, 1960s and early 1970s, when federal funding for child
. - 3
* care was plentiful, Federal lné%ragency Day pare Requirements (FIDCR) were

instituted to ensure adequate standards for those programs using federal

”

funds. FIDCR reflécted the‘nébd for uniform standards across. federal

x| programs and pointed to the lack of uniformity in state standards. Slnce ar .
’ solld natnonal consensus did not . emerge, FIDCR standards went unenforced
from the tlme of their |nceptlon in 1968 (Zlgler & Heller, 1980) The
moratorium on compliance centered ion staff-thild ratios Aplgh the cost of .
care a central question (Morgan, 1980). The efforts to }mplemenf,Fldci
reflected the béllef among many early’childhood professionals that regula-
. tions Qh{ch demanded h}gh standards .could ensure'quallity care. Some, o
however, feared ;hét)federal standards couiq inhlbit‘stq}es and-local’
c?mmuﬁltles from setting higher standards;‘destF;y cultural;diff?rehsss oﬁl¢7
program philosophies; professionalize child rearing, undermining parents;

result in excessive monitoring and increase costs of care (Morgan, 1977,

pp. 24-25). . ' = , ORIE ‘
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. In-an effort to ensure_enforgement of some reguiation for federdt i ¢
programs, in addition toywhat state licensing required, compromises in
- - N

L}
’

FIDCR were attempted. The Tnew! rules.Wé?e;actual1y a relaxation ofzstan- _ -
1

-

_dards regarding staff-child ratios, _social services, and parent participa-

tion (Friedman, 1980; Lynn,.1980). Although consensus could not be found

RE Y - ¢ .

‘é%r the compromise version of FIDCR, these relaxed standard e imple-

mented for federally funded programs. Finally, in 1981, the'regulations

e

’

. were eliminated. (Adams, 1982).
' A clear.heed for some formof regulation was_apparent despite the fact

these regulations were inadequate from the beginning and failed at the
|mplementat|on stage. \Increasing numbers of "young children were cared forl

outside their own homes. ghiidren were placed in group settings at younger

~ and younger ages., ' A growing number of ‘young children were in single parent
¢ homes, requiring the services of child care providers who were not family
o members. ‘ T . jﬂ T S

"At the very time when day care needs escalated, a policy trend toward

decentralized and dereguia;Ld government involvement occufred. This trend - E
affected thé.regulation of child care. Dereguiation'of—child:care fai]ed

. . to encounter much notice or resis}ance because the professional.community

was struggldng wnth funding cutbacks and the cancellation of programs.

A )

Deregulation of child care prompted Iittie notice by the public because of

the broader effort of minimizing govérnment contro] in areas that are

b .

' traditionaily under private control. Americans generally consider their

o .children to be beyond the reach of outside agencies, except for St
v SaxZow . » W,
. . ___:~ . 2 . . ,

1with the exception of ratios for infant and toddler care. : : "

“ . o) ‘ ' '
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public educationy thefefore, many parents wish to maintain theis right t%.

4 N [ »

sélect child care without "interference from government coptrol.

A

. At the same time that FIDCR proponents admitted Failure, statés began

. , . 0
systematic, efforts, to deregulate day care licensing. Since\most efforts at

enforcement of state regulations occurred already at the locdl rather than
the ' state or federal level, further debentralization of day care licensing
Rardly seemed possnbie. < . ‘ ' o

. L FERN

The move, then, toward.deregulation of day care programs met with

x

littie public resistance. The apparent apathy, in part) stemmed from
nnformal selection practices By most parents (Grotberg, 1980).* The Nation,

al Day Care Home S\\E? (NDCHS)(Fosburg, 1981) found that of an estimated

' "7
" 1.3 mlillon day care,homes, iny 132,865 of them were regulated. . ln subse-

quent analyses of these data, Stevens (1982) noted that 943 of tne 5

miliion children in family day care in 1975 were in unregulatEd caref'

-

These flndings are consistent with the Bush lnstitute estimates (Adams,
y; -
]982) . . ' Eb‘,:.r\ ) *

Recognizing the problem of parents'anérma{\arrangements, critics
3 N K . . »

have proposed a variety of solutions in addition"to\registratlon'of homesi‘

-

- parental education (Travis & Perrault, 1980), greatemiattention to fair

implementatton of licensing requirements (Dlamond, 1982), &nd a call for a
national pO]lCY on children (Hoffman, 1980) 'Appropriate iicensing and

enforcement of regulation, it is argued, wiLi provnde parents with a ready

" means of dlstinguishing good care from m%rely custodiai or mediocre gare;
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In the ¢limate of deregulétion‘that increaséd during the ten year

-

'period that ?IDCR was debated at the national level, states 'also showed a

marked tendency toward leniency in both enfofcement‘anq the statement of

§pecifics in licensing standards.. In an effort tQ’?onitor the extent of
¢hanges, this. study asked each state licens?ng agency to submit a copy ef
current day care standards anq to (éSpoqd to questions concerning licensing
changes since 1980. This survey was part of.a lerger effort initiated by
Children's Defense Fund through the project Child wétch. Looking Out for
America's_Children. Child watch lncorporated the efforts of ten national
orgzaiiatiensz Ip monntoring at loca] levels the effects of policy changes

and budget cutbaécks affecting child care. Providers,'paréﬁgs, and know=-

" - ledgeable community resource persons were contacted by Child Watch volun~

< CREN
teers in 1982 in numerous areas of the country for documentation concernings

" changes in child care. As a part of the Children's Deftnse Fund*study, 50

states, two territories, and the District of Columbia were’queried about

their current status in regulating child care. Forby-slx states, the

¢ .

Virg{n Islands, Puerto ‘Rico, and the District of Columble responded. The

present report synthesizes state licensing standards and licensing changes
, - - ) . : .

[}

noted by respondents. . .

EE
2. . !

" National Organizations/Child Watch: Church Women United, Unlted Methodist
Church, Lutheran Church in America, Young Women's Christian Association,

National Council of Negro Women, National Association for the Educatlon of’
_Young. Children, League of Unitéd Latin American Citizens, Southern Rural
Women's Network, .Councdl- of Jewish Federations, and Assoclation of Juniér
. Leagues. ! .

.
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Procedures c - )
A letter was sent to each state licensing agency requesting responses
to questions éoncernlng their licensing changes since'lSSO,‘“Algng with the
questionnaire (Tab}e 1) went .a request for a copy of“current llcenslné_
standards. _Questlonslfocused on: number o6f centers lfcensed, numbes of
nomes reéulated, and éppllcation§ pending; liceneing changes1slnce ]980 and
proposed changes; sta?t work lodd changes; and numbers and typee of
comp]eints received at the state level regarding child care; A follow-up
letter was'eent to tnose.states.not‘responding within three weeks. These

requests elicited 49 responses from the 53 contatts. Attempts were made:tp

‘reach the four states which had not responded by mail and by telepnone.

Results

Number of centers licensed. The total number of licensed centers

reported was 44,457 with an additional 3,537 licenses pending. Table 2.
l delineates the number in each state. From an examinatlon of Table 2, it
can be noted that.the range in the number of licensed centg;s Is from 20

> (Virgin lslands) to 4800-(Texas) with 3 mean of 941,

-
r e s

_ The total number of homes regulated was 151 \gliéfi:i‘?ddrgibnaLi;¥;
5,86] licenses pendlng. Callfornja (26,859), Mlchlgan~(10;322), Texas
-(lh£837), and Washington (10, 500) are, the states indicating the largest

numbers of regulated homes. Reglstration is available in Californla,

(¥4

Texas, and Michigan. O0f the four states with the largest numbers of homes /
h R . . . , . ‘ -
regulated, only washlngtdn/bqs licensing without registration._ Lt
- . ... ‘ . | . 5 ; . | . :
{4‘“ : R ’ —-‘-w.\ ~ R II . \
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Changes in 1{censing since 1980.  Thirty-four states reported changes

in licensing requirements since 1980. Several states specified that

<

changes were minor amendments for the purpose of clarification, howe:er,

—

the majority of states reporting changes list substantial additions or
deletions to the« licensing code. ' '

Changes which respondents characterized as improvements—inciude the
foi]owing: tn the a(ea of staff requirements = staffing'pattern improyed,

staff qualifications strengthened, staff/child ratios bettered, ‘and staff

training added; in the area of health and safety - fire extinguisher or
smoke alarm required in homes, TB test for applicants, transportation (use

of seatbelts), and swimming pools regulated; in the area of requirements

v

for directors - age for operators and directors raised to 21, and

v L 4

experience required for operators;.inxthe area of nutrition -suﬁprovements

A

noted in menu planning; in the area of enforcement of requlations - $100 R

per day fines, flinantial accountah?ljty to the:r department Imposed,

affidav(t 5nd'fingerprint check, report of cruninal'conviction; mandatory. ..

enforcement of abuse/neglect cases. States noted‘improvehents with .
-specnfic results such as the saving of family day home regulation and
&onsumer education programs, the addition of infant regulations in four '

states, schooI age regulations'in two, and making state requirements,

R correspond to the proposed FIDCR. Six states indicated a change to- inc]ude'
N -~

voluntary registration of férily day hOmes. ' ' . }

Changes that yere characterized by respondents as negative included:

eliminating routine monitoring, implementing a 3 year Ticense as opposed to-

-

the 2 year license that had been in effect, more specificity in regulations

, . ’ .\ 2
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(and therefore 'nitpicking' reported), temporary reverting to 1971

standards due to litigation, elimination of after school “tolerance for

' .

ratios,"” omission of infant, toddler, and standards for ol

der chilaren,.

!

pressure for 'weakening standards in order to cut cost of care.s

%

—

Proposed changes. Thirty-one statés have propo%eq changes. O0Often

changes suggested are for the purpose of lmproving'definitlons used or

making languaée or changes.coincide with other départmentsﬂ changes.‘ Other

proposals includF standards for programs sérving ha;dicapped children. *

A number of changes relate to exemption?;.speciflc exemptions #uggest-
ed are military base programs, church sponsored pfogaﬁs, primarily educa~
tional programs, Title XX and IV-A programs, employp; provided cbiid:care,

and for food brodght from home. Four states are proposing registration of

family day homes. On site directors and stronger training and experl%nce‘

requirements for directors are proposed. Two states mentidned a reiaxaqion
)

of staff/child ratios. Others proposed raising the liben§ipg.fee and

- . -

moving to a biennial (ffom an annual) license.
s a

Complaints received. In .some states, records of complaints related to

licensing are not kept at the state levelj howevqr,rBO‘of the 49 respon-

é .

dents indicated an increése in the nimber of complaints logged since 1980

as compared with the years preceeding 1980. Only 15 agencies indicated no
change in the number of complaints noted. These 15 did not -report a lack’

of complaints, but merely no increase in the number of complaints. The’

source of complaints’ was not solicited in the questionnaire.

"
-

R

LRN
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A marked lncrease ln complaints relat ng to abuse, neglect,. and lnap-

proprlate.treatment was reported by 28 of the 49 states responding. Thlr-
. ®een mentioned abuse, four particularly specifying ‘sexual abuse in centers
. ' v ) < .

and family day homes in both licensed and unlicensed facilities. Ten

-

linked the rise in number of complaints to lack of subervlslon and to

tnstances of actual child neglect. Five nofehglnapproprlate discipline,

treatment, and punishment as problems.
. ‘ . . 3
Complaints concerning staff/child ratio were mentioned by seven
respondents. These seven gesponses were tied to the above abuse-neglect=
AR :

, inappropriate tredtment complalnts.'

.Change in staff and workload. All r pondehts answered questions on
staff changes and workload. Of the 49 respojdents, 36 reported changes in
llcenslng ataff during the past year;ﬁhl indlcated changes in workloads..

. More programs monitored by fewer llcenslng staff .was the most often
noted workload change. Changes in workloads ln several cases lncluds
added.responsnbllltles other than day care licensing. ‘

Changes inelude vacancies due to'budget reductlon,,reﬁlreﬁentsvgnd
reslgna'tl.ons without replacement, and a freeze on hiring. "(lfher workload

.

changes include legislative program modifications, agency reorganization,

and -a shift from contracted service to agency service. \\\*\‘“
- L
_&Dl§cnsslon~.m__7_____,w;4__ )

N

: Several problem areas are immediately evigent in surveyln current

standards, recent changes,,and proposed leglslatlon. Although some - posi-

tive changes are océurrlng (e.g., four states are addlng ‘Infant regula-

tlons), such changes vary from state to stataband few conslstent posltlve




‘
patterns emerge while the erosion of standards is clearly consistgnt
' throughout "responses. Repeated1y,'respondents noted reductions in staff,
add?fional staff responsibilities, low priority of day care, lowering of
staff-child ratios, and the replaéement of the licengzng of family day
homes with self-registration. In view of the fact that family day care
homes outnumber day care centers three to one, the move foward self-regis=

tration of homes rather than licensing is 33579;iflcant change. * '
?xemption of military-baszd prbgrams and chugch-related progfims is’
, under consideration in three states. TH; National Council of Churches
reported a survey'(P}eschqol Education, 1982), sent 50.38,000 congrega-
tions. Of the 27,000 responses, 12,077 indlched that they had child care
under church-sponsored programs. California, one of the states currently
considering church exemptipn, licenses the second laraést number of pro-
grams in the natiop. Because significant numbers of these programs exdst

under church sponsorghip, strong opposition to church gxemption is expect=-

-

ed - - /
A particular problem in examining'licensing standards is the lack of
consensus on nomenclature. Comparisons of specific state regulations is

.difficult‘because either terms are different or the same terms have dif=-

A

ferent meanings across states. The variation in terms used may account for
the significant difference in the number of "centerﬁ“ reported here
(44;000) and tée number reported in the National Day. Care Study (18,300)
(Abt, 1978). The period since the National‘Day Care Study is concurrent

with the period where increased employment of women dramatically extended

. —

o 9
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the need éor child care. We speculate that there has been some increase

in the number of day care programs, however, this increase hardly explains

the more than twice as many centers reported(73up years after the Natdonal :

Day Care Study. .

3

Increase in sexual abuse complaints can be attributed to increased

~ .

awareness on the part of parents and the public, and to increased ténsions ~

4
i

as econ&hic hard times aff;ct éhlldFEn, but nefither ful!§'explalns th?
12503 increase in cémplaﬁnts" stated by one resbondentl‘ While sexual abiige
and negiect of children ln.licensed centers and homes is being repérted I
nine states, deregqlatlon or diminishing effectiveness of the licensing
process is also occurring. o . " .

An obvious regulation change is the change from llcens{ng to registra-
“ tion. Adams (1982 b),ln reporting the Bush Institute flndléés on the
National Survey of Famn]y Day Care Regulations, found that 25 state€ have
some proposed:;;' care leglslatlon pendlng (or enacted this session) and.
nine states are currently_undertaklng‘a comprehensive examnnatnoqﬂof day
care in the state. |[f the states who are cons}dering reglstratlon and/or

.

have registration legislatlon pending pass these regulatlons wltHln the

next year, half the states ‘may register homes (Adams, 1982 b) Proponents .

of registration view voluntary registration primarily as a means of rais-

ing awareness of good care; on the other side, registration may be seen as

better than nothing . C .

In states that have mounted a maSSIvé public education campalgn, such

as Texas, the result ls a large increase in the number of provlders who are

now ‘'on the rolls.! Vlrglnla failed to lm lement registration due to a
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". lack of public acceptance causing Virginia to return to licensing. Regis-

tration of homes where llceﬁslng is mandatory requires a change in statute.
¥

. ~

N ., ~
The penalty for failure to register is a‘misdemeanor in some states with a

fine of $50 per day;- Connecticut has increased the fine to $100 a day. In

TExas, a heavily fynded media b]ltz,lemphaslzlng the registration regula-

tion and fine for failure to register, raised awareness of both parents and

providers for the need of régulated child &are. Tennessee indicated that

allocations for such_ a campalgn‘must be included if registration is to be

instituted successfully.

Registration provides for self-evaluation of flre,:safetyk and
environmental conditions which means ;ttestlné to such items as.smoké
detectors and fire extingulshers. Wheré’llcénslng of homes is in effect,
licensing counselors inspect for these items. Regl;f?atlon provides for
random home visits to check for compll;nce (sales, 1980). A major issue in
the registration versﬁs licensing dilemma is the numher of chlidfen'ln a
pfbgram. Reélstratlon appears to be one means of holding 'onvto the‘prinJ
CIP[e of flcenslng at a }Jme when dereguylation threatens the llcehslngV.
concept. %’ ' . l ' ' '

P;wellﬂ(1980) voiced concerns of the child care profesFIQn anut the
need for sééndards within the profegslon. The Natloqal Assoéiation for
the Eduéé{lon of Youpg Children (NAEYC) is similarly concerned and is
proposing epdorsement of pfograms meeting more than.baSic licensing stan-
dards. Undet their proposal, licensed providers would seek evaluation

voluntarily. At a time when states have yarious options for regulating

child care or fi:)even abandoning regulations altogether, a move by the

-
-

N
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child care profession toward self-regulation could upgrade child care and’

the profession as well. Both child care and the child care'pﬁdfesslon are

in dire need of upgrading. Self-regulation is a move to improve the quali-

ty of care offered children while enhancing the image of the child care

profession. Professional credentialling by trained validators would pro-

vide parents a means of discerning which programs offer a program ofwﬁlgh

q;allty as 6pposed to those that are licensed or reglétered only. At its
Bkst, day care reguiat{on‘pas been a means of assurlng'that.certaln minimal
st;ndards ar; met. Voldntary profesilonal accreditation can go.a step
beyond and ascertain the level of\gompllance a-p;ogram.has with higher

N

standards. . i

Llcengfng and the need for standards reached its zenith with the fight

for FIDCR., Whén those regulations proved to be uneéfofceableg the licens-

Py

ing effort lost gfound. Registration may prove to be '"better than noth-
° - ] :

ing," as one licensing agent said, but that seems too little to offer.

Self-regulation by the day capé profession appears to fill an.increasing

need. In a field that at best is monitored poorly, the regulation of

programs for young children is a concern that;conscienfiously cannot be

.

ignored.

o



Table 1 . >

Licersing Qestionnaire v
CHILD WATCH ) g :
" Name ' State

Title

-

\

1. Has there been éﬁy change in the number of complaints received by the
: licensing agency fram parents and the community over the last several
years? over the past six months? .

Has there been any change in the nature of the complaints?
Briefly describet

-

iN

Are data compiled on the types and numbers of complalnts and, the dlspo~
sition of those complalnts?

2. Has there been any change in the licensing: staff over the past year? ‘ -
over the past six months? .
3. Has there been any change in the work. !oad)over the past year?
aver the past six months? : .
Describe briefly: 4 ) b

L. "How many centers are now licensed?
How many additlonal applications are pendfhg?

"+, 5. How many homes are now regulated?.
How many applications are pendlng? .

6s Have there been changes in the licensing requirements for centers slnce
, 19807 Family day care homes?
Describe these changes (include quality changes--weaker or. improved):

- .

7. .Are any changes in licensing requirements being proposed through’.' L
currently filed legislation or belng considered by your agencyﬂ .
Pledse describe: ) ' .

- e . - . i LS
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" . TABLE 2: State Responses .
Number Regulation Number
of of Day Care & of
. . Centers Homes Homes
Alabama \ 890 Licensing 2527
g Alaska 109 Licensing 348 .
Arizona - 645 * None -~ E 1332
Arkansas , 858 Licensing 465
California 4596 Licensing 26859
Colorado 600 * Licensing -/ 8333
Connecticut Licensing 2400
Delaware , 121 Licensing 510
District of Columbia 250 Licensing 299
Florida 3236 * Licensing 1325
Georgig 1350 Voluntary 1284
~ Hawaii ,299 Licensing 311
d Idaho # Licensing
. Illinois 2254 ' Licensing 8372
Indiana ‘ *€56 Licensing 5000
Iowa © 953 v Voluntary 2567
Kinsas # ' : Optional 3930
Kentucky 700 * ‘Licensing 225
Louisiana # " None
Maine - 116 Optional . 512
! Maryland 721 Licensing 5200
> Massachusetts 1500 * . Registration 5100
Michigan 2289 1 Registration 10322
Minnesota 907 r Licensing - 9010
*Migsissippt # 4 Licensing ;
. Missouri 525°* Licensing 1027
4 . Montana 125 Registration 600
Nebraska 208 Registration 1545
Nevada 36 Licensing 9
New Hampshire . 415 Licensing 524
New Jersey 1500 7 None None
New Mexico 373 ° Licensing 217
New York . 800 * Licensing- 5 6230
b North Carolina 2206 « Registration - 6000
North Dakota <128 Licensing --*. 878
Ohio . 2000 None - t N/A-
¢ Oklafioma 885 Licensing 712
Oregon . 463 Registration 2229
Pennsylvania | 1086 Registration. 2304
Rhode Island 70 - Licensing 800
. Sauth Carolina 1000 #. ‘Optional” 1020
South Dakota 75 Registration s 800
Tennessee 1232 . Licensing 502
Texas 4800 *x Registration 14837
Utah e 138 Licensing 1500
Vermont 102 ¢ Lic¢ensing 160
; Virginis. i, 582 Licensing 153
. Washington £ . 1055 Licensing * 10500
Viest Virginia 140 . None 2295
. Wisconsin -~ 990 Licensing 270
Wyoming 300 . Licénsing 600
. Puerto Rico 105 Licensing 42 -
, Virgin Islands 20 Licensing ° 5
Totals 44,457 151,990
. . .
* Approximations .
A ** Does not include 1200 + half-day proggams 2 <t
, # Information not received from state agencies N
’ NA Information ndt available ¢
h . R T s .
oS - : co. ) ) ~ T
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